By analyzing the open-ended reasons for studying generated by 3 different groups of Korean middle school students, we aimed to provide partial answers to current issues in achievement goal research that are difficult to resolve solely with the use of survey ratings. We categorized student responses using the achievement goal frameworks of Midgley et al. (2000) , Elliot and McGregor (2001), and Grant and Dweck (2003) , as well as the social-academic goal framework of Dowson and McInerney (2003) . The responses gained from interviews with the students (Study 2) supported our categorization. Grant and Dweck's normative (Study 1) and outcome goals (Study 2) and Midgley et al.'s performance-approach goals (Study 3) appeared most frequently when competence-oriented responses were considered, while Dowson and McInerney's social status goals were the most common for noncompetence responses. Grant and Dweck's framework as a whole accounted for the largest proportion of competence-oriented responses. However, when present-oriented achievement goals were analyzed independently, Midgley et al.'s mastery goals (Grant and Dweck's learning goals) accounted for the overwhelming majority of student responses. Grant and Dweck's ability validation goals were also especially prominent among students subjected to ability grouping (Study 3), demonstrating the effect of the immediate learning environment on the types of achievement goals that students pursue. Elliot and McGregor's masteryavoidance goals were rare regardless of whether all achievement goals or only those in the immediate classroom context were examined. A majority of students also pursued only a single goal from within Elliot and McGregor's 2 ϫ 2 framework.
Issues in Achievement Goal Research

Different Frameworks, Different Achievement Goals
The first generation of achievement goal researchers proposed two competing achievement goals, assuming one would be more dominant than the other for any particular individual (Ames & Archer, 1988; Dweck, 1986; Nicholls, 1984) . Individuals pursuing learning (also known as mastery) goals seek to develop and increase their competence, while those with performance goals look to be judged favorably for their competence. From this mastery goal perspective, learning (mastery) goals were deemed adaptive and performance goals maladaptive.
Performance goals have since been divided into performanceapproach and performance-avoidance goals, with the former representing the focus on attaining normative competence and the latter on avoiding normative incompetence (Elliot & Harackie-wicz, 1996) . Mastery goals have likewise been categorized into mastery-approach goals, which seek to improve intraindividual competence, and mastery-avoidance goals, which seek to avoid intraindividual incompetence. These divisions result in a 2 ϫ 2 framework (Elliot & McGregor, 2001) . Researchers have also proposed that individuals can simultaneously pursue multiple goals in a given context. From this multiple-goal perspective, pursuing performance-approach goals in conjunction with mastery-approach goals is of greater benefit than pursuing mastery-approach goals alone (Harackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich, Elliot, & Thrash, 2002) .
Survey ratings have suggested that students do pursue multiple goals (Barron & Harackiewicz, 2001; Bong, 2009; Pintrich, 2000) , but the ratings of individual achievement goals often correlate closely within an individual regardless of definition or valence, making it uncertain whether all of these goals are uniquely salient to students. In addition, some goals that appear in survey research are missing in qualitative research (Horowitz, 2010; Lemos, 1996) , suggesting that some achievement goal constructs proposed in the literature may not be accurate representations of the concerns of students in their everyday pursuit of achievement. Which of the competing theoretical frameworks most closely approximates student psychology is also unknown. Table 1 summarizes the features of the following achievement goal frameworks.
Midgley et al.'s (2000) trichotomy. Midgley et al. (2000) distinguished between mastery, performance-approach, and performanceavoidance goals. Mastery goals refer to the desire to develop competence by learning new things and are essentially the same as the original learning goals (Dweck & Leggett, 1988) . They also include striving to gain knowledge and improve skills for intrinsic reasons (see Supplemental Material 1 for more information). Performance-approach goals represent the desire to demonstrate competence, and performance-avoidance goals represent the desire to avoid demonstrating incompetence. Normative comparison represents an important component of performance goals, but the primary motivation is to validate one's ability.
Elliot and McGregor's (2001) 2 ؋ 2 framework. This framework distinguishes between four achievement goals, organized in two dimensions. The definition of competence dimension distinguishes mastery goals (i.e., evaluating competence with absolute or intrapersonal standards) from performance goals (i.e., evaluating competence with normative standards), while the valence dimension distinguishes approach goals (i.e., focusing on the positive possibilities of success) from avoidance goals (i.e., focusing on the negative possibilities of failure). Mastery-approach goals thus represent the focus on improving competence by mastering the tasks, attaining new knowledge, and understanding the content as thoroughly as possible. Mastery-avoidance goals, in contrast, represent the focus on avoiding incompetence, such as failing to learn as much new material as possible or failing to master the task as completely as possible. Performance-approach goals represent the focus on attaining normative competence, whereas performance-avoidance goals represent the focus on avoiding losing normative competence. Grant and Dweck's (2003) quadchotomy. Grant and Dweck's (2003) framework consists of four achievement goals: learning, outcome, ability, and normative. The researchers initially hypothesized normative-outcome goals to be separable from normative-ability goals and learning goals to be distinct from challenge-mastery goals, but neither pair formed independent factors. Learning goals represent the desire to develop competence by learning new things and improving skills, along with the desire to master challenges, similar to Dweck's original concept (Dweck & Leggett, 1988) and Midgley et al.'s (2000) mastery goals. Outcome goals simply refer to the desire to attain positive outcomes and overlap with extrinsic goals that focus on gaining external rewards (Anderman, Griesinger, & Westerfield, 1998) . Ability goals refer to the desire to validate one's ability and are similar to the performance-approach goals of Midgley, Kaplan, and Middleton (2001) , except that they do not concern normative comparison. Normative goals represent the desire to outperform others, similar to the performance-approach goals of Elliot and McGregor (2001) . Brophy (2005) asserted that "under natural classroom conditions, performance goals are a low-incidence phenomenon" (p. 171). Several qualitative studies have indeed reported only the rare appearance of performance goals in students' descriptions of their own achievement goals (Horowitz, 2010; Lemos, 1996) . The psychological salience of mastery-avoidance goals is also unclear. Though factor analysis studies support the empirical distinctiveness of these particular goals (Bong, 2009; Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Elliot & Murayama, 2008) , these findings do not completely allay the suspicion that mastery-avoidance goals are more a statistical artifact than psychological reality. The counterintuitive nature of mastery-avoidance goals, with their positive "mastery" focus combined with a negative "avoidance" motive, explains the continued skepticism. Their strong correlation with performanceapproach goals (e.g., Bong, 2009; Elliot & McGregor, 2001) is also difficult to defend from a theoretical point of view.
Psychological Salience of Performance and Mastery-Avoidance Goals
Motivation Underlying Performance-Approach Goals
As the meta-analysis by Hulleman et al. (2010) has demonstrated, the consequence of adopting different definitions appears to be greatest for performance-approach goals. Multiple-goal theorists contend that normative competence is the core feature of performance-approach goals and that concerns regarding the validation of ability are not part of these goals (Elliot & McGregor, 2001) . Performance-approach goals assessed in this tradition generally demonstrate positive relationships with performance outcomes (Elliot & Murayama, 2008; Hulleman et al., 2010) . For mastery goal theorists, the desire to demonstrate competence is an important element of performance-approach goals (Midgley et al., 2000 (Midgley et al., , 2001 . This view is consistent with that of the self-worth theory (Covington, 2009) , in which students strive to perform better than others so they can gain the approval of adults and peers. Attempts to validate ability often prove maladaptive because they prompt students to avoid genuine challenge out of their fear of possible failure (Bong, Woo, & Shin, 2013) . The preference for easy success costs students valuable learning opportunities, which over time results in lower competence. Not surprisingly, performance-approach goals assessed using scales emphasizing the demonstration of ability exhibit a negative relationship with performance outcomes (Hulleman et al., 2010) .
Noting this discrepancy, several researchers have explicitly distinguished between the desire to validate one's ability and the This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly. desire to best others by subdividing performance goals into ability versus normative goals (Grant & Dweck, 2003) or appearance versus competition goals (Urdan & Mestas, 2006) . In Grant and Dweck (2003, Study 4) , ability goals predicted vulnerability to failure, including the attribution of failure to low ability, the loss of self-worth, rumination about the setback, and the loss of intrinsic motivation. Normative goals did not have a significant relationship with either positive or negative outcomes. These findings suggest that students do distinguish between concerns for ability validation and those for normative competence, with ability validation offering stronger motivational implications.
Salience of Noncompetence Goals
In contemporary achievement goal literature, noncompetence goals have received relatively little attention, with researchers either treating them as a separate category or ignoring them altogether in favor of competence-oriented achievement goals. Studies nonetheless show that students naturally adopt various socialacademic goals in achievement settings (Dowson & McInerney, 2003; Lemos, 1996; Mansfield, 2012; Urdan & Mestas, 2006) . One class of noncompetence goals is social goals (Kaplan & Maehr, 2007) , which represent "the social reasons for trying to succeed (or fail) academically" (Urdan & Maehr, 1995, p. 214) . Dowson and McInerney (2003) proposed five social-academic goals: (a) social affiliation goals (the desire to become closer to others or to feel a sense of belonging by performing well academically); (b) social approval goals (the desire to gain positive approval from parents, teachers, and peers); (c) social concern goals (the desire to help the development of others with one's knowledge and skills); (d) social responsibility goals (the desire to fulfill duties and societal obligations); and (e) social status goals (the desire to attain better social positions at school or in later life). These goals may represent influential factors underlying the achievement behaviors of adolescent students, given the importance of social relationships during adolescence (Eccles et al., 1993; Wentzel, 1998) .
Present Research
As reviewed above and elsewhere (Hulleman et al., 2010) , the assortment of achievement goals that most accurately represents student psychology remains an open question. To resolve this dilemma, Brophy (2005) called for research that examined what individuals in achievement situations, especially students, reported when they were "asked to describe their goals in their own words" (p. 170). The present research was designed to answer this call. By systematically analyzing the reasons students provided for their achievement striving at school, we aimed to provide some answers to those issues in achievement goal research that remain difficult to resolve solely with the use of surveys. If the patterns identified using surveys truthfully mirror the motivation of students in achievement settings, they should be repeated when students describe their achievement goals in their own words. Because there was no prompt other than an open-ended question, whatever responses students came up with were presumed to represent their psychological reality, undistorted by the content of predeveloped survey questions.
The students' open-ended responses were categorized into the different achievement goals offered by existing frameworks. We then compared the frequencies of the goals as evidence of their relative salience and the proportion of total responses classified by each of the goal frameworks as evidence of their representativeness. The proportion of students whose responses included only a single goal was compared with that of students who produced multiple goals. We also inspected the frequency with which performance and masteryavoidance goals appeared in students' spontaneous responses. Although our research could not determine whether performance goals should be construed as striving for normative competence or the demonstration of ability, we were able to examine how frequently students mentioned these desires. Finally, we computed the proportion of students' open-ended responses that represented various social-academic goals (Dowson & McInerney, 2003) .
Our choice of an open-ended question was guided by the fact that Likert-type questionnaires have been criticized for providing only a restricted range of options and thus possibly presenting a distorted picture of reality (Brophy, 2005; Urdan & Mestas, 2006) . We nevertheless complemented our analysis with the use of other methods. We evaluated the students' open-ended responses against items in existing achievement goal surveys (Study 1), interviewed students (Study 2), and compared the responses to the open-ended question with those to a Likert-type questionnaire for the same group of students (Study 3).
Study 1
We asked students to describe their achievement goals in their own words. Each response was coded to represent a particular achievement or social-academic goal. The validity of the classification scheme used in Study 1 was tested in two subsequent studies.
Method
Participants and procedure. Two hundred and thirty-nine eighth graders (111 girls and 128 boys) attending a public middle school in a suburban city near Seoul, Korea, participated. They were aged between 13.3 and 14.3 years. The survey was administered during regular classroom hours in conjunction with other surveys. Many school districts in Korea implement a high school equalization policy, which allows middle school students to enter nearby high schools via a lottery system. The purpose of this policy is to reduce the fierce competition among younger students and the financial burden on their families in terms of private tutoring, both of which are associated with the desire to join a few select high schools with strong academic reputations (Kang & Jeon, 2006) . The participating middle school was located in a district that did not implement this policy. Middle school grades and scores on a nationwide high school entrance examination determined whether the seniors (ninth graders) would be successful in entering the high school of their choice.
Open-ended achievement goal survey. The open-ended question appeared on the first page of the survey pack to prevent students from being influenced by the other survey questions that followed. The question was, "What are the reasons that you study? Please write down the five most important reasons that you study in descending order of importance." Blank underlined spaces numbered 1 to 5 followed, indicating where students could write down their most important (No. 1) to fifth most important (No. 5) reasons. Students were told that they did not have to provide five reasons and should simply write down as many reasons as they could. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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Data coding.
We transcribed all of the students' responses verbatim. We then developed a set of specific goal categories, which we subsequently classified into different achievement goals.
Developing specific goal categories. Students produced a total of 1,146 reasons why they studied. The average number of responses per student was 4.79. To reduce the data points to a manageable number and to create meaningful units for analysis, we divided the responses into 31 specific goal categories. We followed Merriam's (1998) guidelines for developing categories in qualitative research, treating the idea represented in each response as the unit of data. Merriam (1998) suggests that the categories should be (a) exhaustive, covering the whole range of the data relevant to the study; (b) mutually exclusive, with each data point included in only a single category; (c) sensitizing, with names that are sensitive to and representative of the data; and (d) conceptually congruent and at the same level of conceptual abstraction (p. 184).
Having these criteria in mind, two trained research assistants independently generated lists of keywords that represented the core ideas in the students' first (i.e., Rank 1) responses. When a single response contained more than one idea, each idea formed a separate keyword. Discrepancies in the two sets of keywords were resolved after discussion. In total, 17 keywords emerged (see Supplemental Material 2). Finer distinctions were made between responses that shared the same keyword but were of different valence, nuance, and temporal distance. For example, responses sharing the keyword "normative competence" were differentiated into two categories: "to do better than other students" (positive valence) and "to avoid doing worse than other students" (negative valence). Nuances in responses that created subtle yet critical differences in meaning were also the basis for independent categories. For example, among the responses sharing the keyword "school advancement," some represented the desire to enter a prestigious school, whereas others expressed the desire to simply advance to the next level at school. Responses that referred to the present versus a distant future were also treated separately. For instance, both "to avoid lagging behind in society" and "to avoid doing worse than other students" shared the keyword "normative competence" and negative valence. However, the former targeted the future after school, while the latter focused on the present. Initially, 28 specific goal categories were developed, based on the students' most important reasons for studying. Classifying the second most important reasons necessitated three new categories that had not appeared among the top rated responses. These additional goal categories went through the same iterative process of being paired with keywords and refined according to their valence, nuance, and temporal distance. The responses that had already been classified into the specific goal categories were revisited in light of these new categories. No further categories were needed to account for the responses ranked third or lower. Of these 31 specific goal categories, 30 appeared at least 3 times or more across all students and were subject to subsequent analysis. Responses that appeared fewer than 3 times or those that were unclear (e.g., "to change life," "parents") formed the "other" category and were excluded.
Ensuring intercoder agreement. After generating the specific goal categories based on the top ranked responses, the two coders independently classified those ranked second using these categories. The initial classification had an 83% intercoder agreement. They resolved all discrepancies by discussing the definition and meaning of each category, which led to the aforementioned additional three categories. They then independently classified and reclassified the responses using the 31 specific goal categories. The intercoder agreement of this final classification was 93%. Any remaining discrepancies were resolved through discussion.
Results and Discussion
Rank order of the specific goal categories. Table 2 presents the rank order of the 30 specific goal categories. Two categories stood out as having the highest frequencies, each accounting for over 9% of the total frequency: "to enter a prestigious school" and "to make my dream come true." The categories associated with the next highest frequencies (i.e., those ranked Nos. 3-5) were "to earn money," "to make my parents happy," and "to get a better job or career," each accounting for 6.2-7.2% of the total frequency. The next most frequent categories (i.e., those ranked Nos. 6 -9) were "to avoid parental pressure," "to fulfill my duty as a student," "to advance to the next school level," and "for my own well-being," each accounting for 4.2-4.9%. "Because others ask me to," "to gain social recognition," and "to avoid lagging behind in society" came next and accounted for 3.1-3.7%. The remaining categories were represented by less than 3% of the total responses.
Classification of the specific goal categories into existing frameworks. To examine the relative salience of each achievement goal and the relative representativeness of each goal framework, we mapped the 30 specific goal categories onto the set of achievement goals and social-academic goals proposed by selected goal frameworks. A team of one faculty member and three trained research assistants reviewed the literature and identified the theoretical and operational definitions and key expressions associated with each goal for this classification. Table 3 presents the results. A superscript "b" signifies that an achievement goal could be disputed. Below we describe the classification criteria in detail.
Midgley et al.'s (2000) achievement goal trichotomy.
Specific goal categories such as "to gain knowledge," "to improve ability," "because it is interesting," or "for my own satisfaction" represented mastery goals in this framework. We classified the specific goal categories that express the idea of studying either to validate one's ability or to demonstrate normative superiority ("to enter a prestigious school," "to get a better job or career," "to gain social recognition," "to demonstrate ability," and "to do better than other students") as performance-approach goals. Those expressing the idea of studying to avoid having one's ability questioned or to avoid having others learn about one's inferiority ("to avoid lagging behind in society," "to avoid doing worse than other students," and "to avoid demonstrating a lack of ability") were classified as performance-avoidance goals.
Controversial categories. Of the specific goal categories we assigned to the achievement goals based on Midgley et al.'s (2000) framework, two were potentially controversial. The response "because it is useful" did not explicitly communicate the desire to develop one's competence, nor did it represent purely intrinsic reasons for studying. Nonetheless, we took this category to represent mastery goals because subjective task value (Wigfield & Eccles, 1992) , including utility value, is often implicitly regarded as an important determinant of mastery or learning goals. Elliott and Dweck (1988) thus used the following instruction for learning goal manipulation: "If you pick the task in this box, you'll probably learn a lot of new things . . . eventually you'll learn some useful things [emphasis added]" (p. 7). Likewise, the specific goal This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
category of studying "to protect my pride" clearly represented a concern about validating one's ability. However, it was unclear whether this was done by performing better than others or by not performing worse. We thus excluded this category from the analysis.
Elliot and McGregor's (2001) 2 ؋ 2 achievement goal framework.
Studying "to gain knowledge" or "to improve ability" reflected mastery-approach goals. We decided that studying "to avoid regret in the future" conveyed the idea of masteryavoidance goals. Performance-approach goals were represented when students studied "to enter a prestigious school," "to get a better job," and "to do better than other students." Studying "to avoid lagging behind in society" and "to avoid doing worse than other students" indicated performance-avoidance goals.
Controversial categories. We did not classify "to get a good score" and "to avoid a bad score" as performance-approach and performance-avoidance goals, respectively, because they did not focus on normative competence. However, getting a good score in Korean secondary schools often means doing better than others in the same grade, and thus some of these responses might have implied normative concerns (see also Horowitz, 2010) . We also did not classify the categories of studying "for my own satisfac-tion" or "because it is interesting" as mastery-approach goals because Elliot and McGregor (2001) did not explicitly acknowledge interest as a necessary constituent of mastery-approach goals. Another potential controversy involves mastery-avoidance goals. We assumed that the cause of the regret in the response "to avoid regret in the future" was a failure to learn what one is supposed to learn. However, it is possible that the regret was due to the failure to outperform others.
Grant and Dweck's (2003) achievement goal quadchotomy.
Studying "to gain knowledge," "to improve ability," "for my own satisfaction," and "because it is interesting" were all judged to denote learning goals. Studying "to earn money," "to advance to the next school level," "to get a good score," "to get a job," or "to avoid a bad score" represented outcome goals. Specific goal categories such as studying "to gain social recognition," "to demonstrate ability," and "to protect my pride" fit the description of ability goals. We classified "to avoid demonstrating a lack of ability" as an avoidance form of the ability goal. Studying "to enter a prestigious school," "to get a better job or career," and "to do better than other students" represented normative goals, while studying "to avoid lagging behind in society" and This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly. Note. The sum of percentages can exceed 100 because some responses were placed into more than one framework. "-" ϭ not classified into a particular goal framework. a Categories included in Figure 2 . b Classification that may be controversial. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
"to avoid doing worse than other students" represented an avoidance form of the normative goal. Controversial categories. Our classification of "because it is useful" as a learning goal could be controversial for the same reason described earlier for Midgley et al.'s (2000) framework. In addition, our classification of some responses as avoidance forms of the ability goal or the normative goal could be questioned because Grant and Dweck (2003) did not make explicit provisions for avoidance goals. However, a careful analysis of their writing reveals that they did not ignore the presence of avoidance goals. Citing Elliot and colleagues' work (e.g., Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996) , they wrote, . . . This program of research has suggested that it is the avoidance form of performance goals that predict lower intrinsic motivation and performance. . . . However . . . the positive and negative effects of performance approach goals have typically been found when performance goals are operationalized in particular ways, and the positive and negative effects of different types of performance approach goals have not been systematically explored. (p. 542) It is our interpretation that Grant and Dweck (2003) restricted their study to approach goals not because they rejected performance-avoidance goals but because they wanted to show that certain types of performance-approach goals could also be maladaptive.
Dowson and McInerney's (2003) social-academic goal framework.
Studying "to fit into society well" and "to make friends" represented social affiliation goals. Studying "to make my parents happy," "to avoid parental pressure," and "to avoid letting my parents down" were examples of social approval goals. Two specific goal categories, studying "to fulfill my duty as a student" and "because others ask me to," communicated the idea of social responsibility goals. Studying "to enter a prestigious school," "to get a better job or career," "to gain social recognition," "to demonstrate ability," and "to do better than other students" all indicated the motivation to secure a higher social status through academic achievement, while studying "to avoid lagging behind in society," "to avoid doing worse than others," and "to avoid demonstrating a lack of ability" represented the avoidance form of this goal. None of the categories conveyed the idea of social concern goals. We did not find any social-academic goal classifications to be contentious.
Comparison of the specific goal categories with Likert-type survey items.
We compared the open-ended statements identified as examples of a particular goal with Likert-type survey items assessing the same goal (see Supplemental Material 1 for detailed results). The items on the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales (PALS) developed by Midgley et al. (2000) , the achievement goal surveys of Grant and Dweck (2003) , and the Goal Orientation and Learning Strategies Survey (GOALS-S) of Dowson and McInerney (2004) overlapped in content with many of the open-ended goal categories. The responses obtained in this study demonstrated the least resemblance to the items on the Achievement Goal Questionnaire (AGQ) of Elliot and McGregor (2001) . In particular, none of the students' open-ended responses communicated the ideas expressed in two of the mastery-approach goal items ("It is important for me to understand the content of this course as thoroughly as possible"; "I desire to completely master the material presented in this class") and one of the mastery-avoidance goal items ("Sometimes I'm afraid that I may not understand the content of this class as thoroughly as I'd like").
Likert-type survey items that explicitly mentioned teachers (e.g., "I do good work at school because I want to be recognized by my teachers"; "It's important to me that my teacher doesn't think that I know less than others in class") also rarely appeared in students' open-ended responses. In contrast, those that referred to parents (e.g., "I want to do well in my schoolwork to please my parents") or other students (e.g., "It's important to me that other students in my class think I'm good at my class work") were mentioned regularly by the students.
Rank order of the goals classified into the existing goal frameworks. Using the 30 specific goal categories now classified into the existing frameworks, we computed the sum of the frequency counts associated with each of the goals in each goal framework across all participants (see Supplemental Material 3 for a sample computation). 1 These numbers helped us answer the following two questions: "Which achievement goal is most salient?" and "How frequently do performance and mastery-avoidance goals appear in students' achievement goal responses?" Figure 1a displays every goal identified in Study 1 in descending order of frequency. The social status goals from Dowson and McInerney (2003) ranked first with a count of 327 (28.5%). The normative goals from Grant and Dweck (2003) ranked second with 255 (22.3%), followed by the performance-approach goals from Midgley et al. (2000) with 252 (22.0%). Elliot and McGregor's (2001) performance-approach goals ranked fourth with a count of 190 (16.6%). The outcome goals from Grant and Dweck (2003) and the social approval goals from Dowson and McInerney (2003) were fifth and sixth with 170 (14.8%) and 164 (14.3%), respectively. The remaining goals accounted for less than 10% of the responses. In particular, the mastery-avoidance goals from Elliot and McGregor (2001) and the social affiliation goals from Dowson and McInerney (2003) had the lowest and second lowest totals, 5 (0.4%) and 18 (1.6%), respectively, out of 1,146.
We also noticed that many of the responses referred to a distant future (e.g., "to enter a prestigious school," "to get a better job or career"). According to construal level theory (Trope & Liberman, 2003) , asking individuals an abstract "why" question, as opposed to a more concrete "how" question, tends to activate more psychologically distant events. Answers to the why question nonetheless represent high-level construals, which are tied to the primary goals that underlie actions (Trope & Liberman, 2010) . We asked students a why question, consistent with the definition of achievement goals we adopted in this research (Ames & Archer, 1988; Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988) , and this could have prompted future-oriented responses.
A number of researchers have argued that future goals operate at a more generalized level of the goal hierarchy and should be distinguished from specific goals (e.g., Boekaerts, de Koning, & Vedder, 2006; Mansfield, 2012) . To obtain results more comparable to prior studies that have focused on more immediate and 1 We have performed the same analysis with weighted frequency counts. For this analysis, we weighed each of the responses according to the order in which they appeared in the student responses. We assigned a score of 5 to the first ranked responses, 4 to the second ranked, and so on. All main findings remained the same whether we used weighted or simple frequencies. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
context-specific achievement goals, we computed the sum of the frequency counts associated with each achievement goal again, excluding responses that either referred to the future or were primarily social in nature. The categories included in this computation are indicated by a superscript "a" in Table 3 .
As Figure 2a demonstrates, the results differed markedly from those in Figure 1a . The mastery goals from Midgley et al. (2000) , which are also the learning goals from Grant and Dweck (2003) , ranked highest with a count of 82 (42.3%) when present-oriented achievement goals alone were considered. The performance- Figure 1 . Frequency counts for each goal, including social and future goals. Percentages are based on the total frequency counts of 1,146 in Study 1 (a), 1,037 in Study 2 (b), and 1,216 in Study 3 (c). The sum of percentages can exceed 100 because some responses were placed in more than one framework. ABL ϭ ability goal; AFFL ϭ social affiliation goal; APRV ϭ social approval goal; CRN ϭ social concern goal; LRN ϭ learning goal; M ϭ mastery goal; MAP ϭ mastery-approach goal; MAV ϭ mastery-avoidance goal; NORM ϭ normative goal; OUT ϭ outcome goal; PAP ϭ performance-approach goal; PAV ϭ performance-avoidance goal; RESP ϭ social responsibility goal; STTS ϭ social status goal. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
avoidance goals from Midgley et al. (2000) ranked second with 52 (26.8%), followed by the mastery-approach goals from Elliot and McGregor (2001) with 45 (23.2%). The ability and normative goals from Grant and Dweck (2003) closely followed with frequencies of 44 (22.7%) and 42 (21.6%), respectively. None of the students stated that they pursued the mastery-avoidance goals from Elliot and McGregor (2001) in an immediate context. The performance-approach goals from Elliot and McGregor (2001) , focusing solely on besting others, demonstrated the second lowest frequency count (13), accounting for 6.7% of the total frequency count (194) for all present-oriented achievement goals.
Relative proportion of the goal responses explained by the existing frameworks. We summed the frequencies associated with the achievement goals in each framework and computed the relative proportion of the 1,146 total responses. We expected these numbers to help us answer the question "Which achievement goal framework is most effective in accounting for students' achievement goal responses?" For example, adding the counts for all three achievement goals from Midgley et al.'s (2000) framework produced the total frequency count for this framework as a whole (i.e., 252 performance-approach goals ϩ 99 mastery goals ϩ 88 performance-avoidance goals ϭ 439). Table 3 presents the proportion of the total frequency count (1,146) that was explained by each framework (see also Supplemental Material 4). Grant and Dweck's (2003) framework made up the largest proportion (53.4%) of the responses. Of the four achievement goals, normative goals appeared most frequently, accounting for 22.3%, with outcome goals the next most common (14.8%). Learning goals and ability goals accounted for 8.6% and 7.7% of the total responses, respectively. 2 The Midgley et al. (2000) framework ranked second among the three achievement goal frameworks, accounting for 38.3% of the responses. Performance-approach goals appeared most frequently with 22.0%, followed by mastery goals (8.6%) and performanceavoidance goals (7.7%). Elliot and McGregor's (2001) 2 ϫ 2 achievement goal framework was represented by the smallest proportion (26.6%). Of the four achievement goals, performance-approach goals appeared most frequently (16.6%), while performance-avoidance goals and mastery-approach goals accounted for 5.7% and 3.9%, respectively. Masteryavoidance goals explained only 0.4% of the achievement goal responses. Dowson and McInerney's (2003) social-academic goal framework was represented by 52.5% of the responses, comparable to that of Grant and Dweck (2003) . Social status goals appeared most frequently, accounting for 28.5% of the responses. Social approval emerged as the second most common goal (14.3%), followed by social responsibility goals (8.1%) and social affiliation goals (1.6%).
Single versus multiple achievement goal adoption. We performed two separate analyses for more accurate results. We noticed the sudden increase in the nonresponse rate for the students' fourth (7.9%) and fifth responses (14.0%). Even though we explicitly told the students that they did not need to fill all five spaces, some may still have felt obliged to come up with five reasons. If this happened, the lower ranked responses could represent goals that students did not fully identify with. To examine this possibility, we performed the same analysis twice, once with only the top three responses and once with all five responses. The overall results did not change, except that the number of students pursuing multiple goals increased slightly. We thus report the results with the students' top three responses only. Table 4 presents the number of students who pursued either a single goal or multiple goals in each framework. We mainly focus on the results for Elliot and McGregor's (2001) framework because the arguments of multiple-goal theorists are based on the 2 ϫ 2 framework. However, the trend was generally similar across the three achievement goal frameworks. The majority of the students (n ϭ 124, 80.5%) mentioned only a single goal from Elliot and McGregor's (2001) model. Of those, 101 (65.6%) students listed a performance-approach goal. A smaller proportion of the students mentioned either performance-avoidance (n ϭ 13, 8.4%) or mastery-approach goals (n ϭ 10, 6.5%). Of the 154 respondents, 30 (19.5%) pursued more than a single goal. The most common combination was performance-approach and performance-avoidance goals (n ϭ 17, 11.0%). Only 10 students (6.5%) reported that they pursued mastery-approach and performance-approach goals together. Three (1.9%) reported different combinations of achievement goals.
The pattern changed completely, however, when we analyzed only the present-oriented goals. The majority of the 33 students who mentioned present-focused achievement goals pursued mastery-approach goals only (n ϭ 23, 69.7%). A small number reported adopting either performance-approach (n ϭ 2, 6.1%) or performance-avoidance goals (n ϭ 8, 24.2%), but none reported more than a single type of goal in their top three responses.
Relative proportion of performance goals of different types. The question here was "How can performance goals be best construed-as striving for normative competence, the demonstration of ability, or both?" We examined the rank order of the specific goal categories that were classified as either the normative or ability validation goals from Grant and Dweck (2003) . We also compared the relative proportion of each type of performance goal for the total frequency count (513) for all types of performance goals.
Normative concerns were particularly common in the students' performance goal responses. Three of the top 12 reasons for studying were normative in nature (see Table 3 ). These categories were studying "to enter a prestigious school," "to get a better job or career," and "to avoid lagging behind in society." Figure 3a confirms the prevalence of normative goals by showing that almost half (49.7%) of the performance goal responses involved concern for normative competence. Outcome goals were the next most common (33.1%). The desire to validate one's ability was not as pronounced, although ability goals accounted for a sizable portion of the total responses (17.2%).
Because the exclusion of categories referring to a distant future created a marked difference in the earlier results on goal salience (Figures 1a and 2a) , we compared the relative proportion of each type of performance goal only among the 112 responses that included present-oriented performance goals. The desire to attain normative competence became less prominent, whereas the desire to validate 2 All conclusions remained the same with or without the avoidanceoriented performance goals in Grant and Dweck's (2003) categorization. We thus stayed with the original classifications for the goals in this framework. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
one's ability became more so (Figure 3b ). Grant and Dweck's (2003) ability goals now accounted for the largest proportion of the presentfocused performance goal responses (39.3%), followed by normative (37.5%) and outcome goals (23.2%).
Proportion of noncompetence goals.
Finally, to answer the question "What proportion of the students' open-ended responses represents goals that are not competence oriented?" we distinguished between specific goal categories that were competence oriented and those that were not. We viewed all categories that represented any of the achievement goals as competence oriented. This classification rendered all social status goals as competence oriented because they overlapped with performance goals. Competence-oriented achievement goals accounted for 53.8% of the total frequency count (1,146). What remained afterward were the categories representing social affiliation, social approval, and social responsibility goals (22.9%) and those unable to be classified as any existing goal (23.3%).
Summary. The types of goals students pursued differed considerably depending on temporal distance. When only the presentoriented goals were examined, students most frequently mentioned mastery (learning) goals as the reason for studying. Of the different types of performance goals, ability goals were the most prominent concern for students in their immediate learning environment. Student responses were overwhelmingly approach oriented and rarely included mastery-avoidance goals. Students also tended to pursue a single goal rather than multiple goals, especially in the present-day context. The framework of Grant and Dweck (2003) accounted for the largest proportion of students' competence-oriented responses.
Study 2
The purpose of Study 2 was twofold. We tested whether the same goal categories in Study 1 would emerge again with a different group of Korean adolescents. We also sought to clarify the meaning of any controversial goal categories by interviewing the students.
Method
Participants and procedure. Three hundred and thirty-five students (113 seventh graders, 118 eighth graders, and 104 ninth This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
graders; 184 girls and 151 boys) attending a public middle school in a suburban city near Seoul, Korea, participated in the study. Participants' ages ranged between 12.3 and 15.3 years at the time of the survey. This school was located in a district that implemented the high school equalization policy and used a lottery system to assign students to high schools. Scores on the national high school entrance examination served only as evidence of minimum competency for high school advancement. The survey took place in a group setting during regular classroom hours. One week after the survey, the first author conducted semistructured interviews with a select sample of individual students (n ϭ 31; 17 girls, 16 boys) in the school library. The interview lasted approximately 15 min for each student.
Open-ended achievement goal survey.
The open-ended survey was identical to the one used in Study 1. Based on the results of Study 1, we asked students to write down the three (rather than five) most important reasons why they studied. Data coding. We followed the same procedure used in Study 1. Two trained research assistants who did not participate in Study 1 and the first author classified student responses independently. The intercoder agreement was 90.3%. Two new categories, studying "to help others" and studying "to avoid being ignorant," emerged in Study 2 (see Table 2 ). Semistructured interviews. Study 1 produced seven categories that were potentially controversial (see Table 3 and the Controversial Categories section for Study 1). We identified and interviewed the students who mentioned these particular goals in Study 2. We started the interview by reminding the students of their open-ended responses: "You wrote down [excerpts from the student's actual responses] as one of the most important reasons that you study. Do you remember your first thoughts upon reading the question 'What are the reasons that you study?'" Examples of the opening questions asked of interviewees include: "Can you tell me more about this particular reason?"; "What was in your mind when you wrote down this response?"; and "Why did you think this was important?" More specific questions then followed, such as "Why did you use the expression 'useful' in your response?" (see Table 5 for specific questions). With the permission of each participant, we recorded and transcribed all interviews.
Results and Discussion
Replication of the specific goal categories identified in Study 1. We examined whether the same goal categories observed in Study 1 emerged again in Study 2.
Rank order of the specific goal categories. Table 2 summarizes the rank order of the 32 specific goal categories from Study 2. While the majority of the goal categories had similar rankings to those in Study 1, there was some significant movement. Two categories, studying "to enter a prestigious school" (from first to 10th) and "to make my parents happy" (from fourth to 11th), dropped in importance from Study 1. Because the group of students in this study were subject to the high school equalization policy in their school district, entering a prestigious school was not as important as it was for the students in Study 1. Two other categories, studying "to fulfill my duty as a student" (from seventh to second) and "to gain knowledge" (from 13th to fourth), increased in importance and the proportion of student responses they accounted for. Other decreases or increases in rank were associated with only minor changes in the proportion of students' responses that they represented (less than 3%).
Rank order of the goals classified into the existing goal frameworks. When both present-and future-oriented goals were tallied together, the results were generally consistent with those of Study 1, though not without a number of important variations (Figure 1b ). As in Study 1, the social status goals from Dowson and McInerney (2003) ranked first (16.4%), closely followed by the outcome goals (15.6%) from Grant and Dweck (2003) . Achievement goals with a mastery focus, such as Midgley et al.'s (2000) mastery goals, Grant and Dweck's (2003) learning goals, and Elliot and McGregor's (2001) mastery-approach goals, increased in proportion. Achievement and social goals with a normative focus, such as Midgley et al.'s (2000) performanceapproach goals, Grant and Dweck's (2003) normative goals, and Elliot and McGregor's (2001) performance-approach goals, all decreased in proportion. In addition, social responsibility goals This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
accounted for a greater proportion of the students' responses compared to Study 1. Similar changes were detected when we considered only present-oriented goals (Figure 2b) . By far the most frequently mentioned goals (58.5%) were the mastery goals from Midgley et al. (2000) , which are also the learning goals from Grant and Dweck (2003) . Compared to Study 1, concerns for normative competence, represented by Grant and Dweck's (2003) normative goals (9.4%), Midgley et al.'s (2000) performance-approach goals (7.6%), and Elliot and McGregor's (2001) performance-approach goals (1.2%), were substantially lower in terms of the proportion of total responses covered. Midgley et al.'s (2000) performanceavoidance goals (15.2%) and Grant and Dweck's (2003) ability goals (14.6%) also demonstrated a considerable reduction compared to Study 1. In fact, except for Midgley et al.'s (2000) mastery goals (or Grant and Dweck's (2003) learning goals) and Elliot and McGregor's (2001) mastery-approach goals (44.4%), none of the remaining goals represented more than 15.2% of student responses in Study 2.
Relative proportion of the goal responses explained by the existing frameworks. The results were again comparable to those of Study 1. As can be seen in Table 3 (see also Supplemental Material 4), the framework of Grant and Dweck (2003) accounted for the largest proportion (45.8%) of responses, followed by that of Dowson and McInerney (2003) with 40.6% and Midgley et al. (2000) with 30.0%. The 2 ϫ 2 framework of Elliot and McGregor (2001) was represented by the lowest proportion of responses (20.3%).
Single versus multiple achievement goal adoption. The basic patterns remained the same as those observed in Study 1, with one important change (see Table 4 ). When both the future-and presentoriented goals were included, the percentage of students pursuing a single mastery-approach goal increased (n ϭ 60, 35.7%) and that of students pursuing a single performance-approach goal decreased (n ϭ 58, 34.5%) in comparison to Study 1. When the present-focused goals were considered separately, the patterns were remarkably similar for Studies 1 and 2, with the majority of the students pursuing only a single goal, most of which were of the mastery-approach type.
Relative proportion of performance goals of different types. Figures 3c and 3d illustrate the relative proportion of the performance goals identified in Study 2. Compared to Study 1, outcome goals were noticeably more salient (48.5 and 32.8%) and norma-tive goals less so (34.7 and 26.2%) when either all goals or only present-oriented goals were included. Each of the three types of performance goals accounted for a meaningful proportion of performance goal responses, indicating that it was a valid concern for students in achievement situations.
Proportion of noncompetence goals. The relative proportion of noncompetence social-academic goals in Study 2 (24.2%) was approximately the same as that in Study 1 (22.9%).
Clarification of controversial goal categories. We asked the participants who wrote down any of the seven categories judged to contain room for dispute in Study 1 to explain the motives behind their responses. Table 5 presents the sample responses. The interviews supported our classifications of the controversial categories. For example, a majority of the students who responded that they studied because it was useful, for their own satisfaction, or because it was interesting described the joy of learning new things and achieving one's goals, as well as the value of becoming more knowledgeable. These explanations fit the definition of mastery goals by Midgley et al. (2000) and that of learning goals by Grant and Dweck (2003) . All students who mentioned that they studied to protect their pride expressed concern about ability validation. Likewise, all students who said that they studied to get a good score described the target outcomes in an absolute sense with little hint of normative comparison or concern about ability validation, which matched the definition of outcome goals by Grant and Dweck (2003) . Finally, students who responded that they studied to avoid either regret in the future or being ignorant explained that they were striving to not lack knowledge. We considered this explanation to align most closely with the definition of masteryavoidance goals by Elliot and McGregor (2001) .
Summary. Similar to the results of Study 1, the achievement goal patterns differed markedly by temporal distance, with mastery (learning) goals being the most popular presentfocused goals. Most students reported pursuing a single goal rather than multiple goals. Compared to Study 1, there was a substantial reduction in normative-oriented performance goals and a significant increase in outcome-oriented performance goals, presumably owing to the implementation of the high school equalization policy. Grant and Dweck's (2003) achievement goal framework was again most representative of the students' open-ended responses. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
Study 3
Further validation of the specific goal categories that emerged in Studies 1 and 2 was then attempted using a different group of adolescents. We also examined the degree of overlap between the students' open-ended responses and the ratings generated using Likert-type surveys.
Method
Participants and procedure. Four hundred and ten ninth graders (195 girls and 215 boys) attending a public middle school in Seoul, Korea, participated in the study. Their ages ranged from 14.1 to 15.1 years. The school was located in a school district that enforced the high school equalization policy. Unlike the schools that participated in Studies 1 and 2, this school implemented within-grade, between-class ability grouping for their eighth and ninth graders in English and mathematics.
Measures. We used the same open-ended achievement goal question again. Only the students who completed the open-ended portion of the survey moved on to the next section, which contained Likert-type survey items from the AGQ of Elliot and McGregor (2001) and the GOALS-S of Dowson and McInerney (2004) . There were nine items on the AGQ, three items each for mastery-approach (e.g., "I want to learn as much as possible while in class"; ␣ ϭ .71), performance-approach (e.g., "It is important for me to do better than other students during class"; ␣ ϭ .85), and performance-avoidance goals (e.g., "My goal is to avoid performing poorly compared to other students"; ␣ ϭ .69). We revised the items to refer to classes in general, rather than a specific class or subject, to allow them to be comparable to the open-ended question. The GOALS-S had 30 items, six items each for social status (e.g., "I do good schoolwork so that I can get a good job in the future"; ␣ ϭ .89), social approval (e.g., "I do good work at school so that I can get praise from my parents"; ␣ ϭ .86), social responsibility (e.g., "I want to do good schoolwork because other people expect it of me"; ␣ ϭ .81), social affiliation (e.g., "I want to do well at school so that I can feel close to my group of friends"; ␣ ϭ .88), and social concern goals (e.g., "When I want to do well at school it's so that I can help other students"; ␣ ϭ .89). The response scale ranged from 1 (not true at all) to 5 (very true) for both scales. Data coding. We followed the same procedure used in Studies 1 and 2. A trained research assistant who had not previously participated and the first author classified the students' responses using the 32 specific goal categories. The intercoder agreement was 95.4%.
Results and Discussion
Replication of the specific goal categories identified in Studies 1 and 2. The overall results were remarkably similar to those of Study 1, including the ranking of the specific goal categories (see Table 2 ); the ranking and proportion of the goals classified into the existing frameworks (Figure 1c) ; the proportion of responses explained by the existing frameworks (Table 3 and Supplemental Material 4); and the relative proportion of single and multiple goals (see Table 4 ), different performance goals ( Figure  3e ), and noncompetence goals (14.4%).
One important exception, however, consistently emerged. The participants in Study 3 mentioned the ability validation goals defined by Grant and Dweck (2003) far more frequently as part of their immediate concerns. Ability validation goals ranked second among the present-oriented achievement goals, accounting for 40.8% of student responses compared to 22.7% in Study 1 and 14.6% in Study 2 (Figure 2c ). Figure 3f also illustrates that ability validation was the most common present-oriented performance goal in Study 3. A clear majority of performance goal responses (75.7%) described studying either to demonstrate ability, to avoid demonstrating a lack of ability, or to protect the responding student's pride. The between-class ability grouping, which divided the students into high and low ability classes, was strongly suspected to be responsible for the substantial increase in the proportion of ability goals.
Correspondence between the open-ended and Likert-type survey responses. Almost all students responded to the Likerttype survey questions (missing responses per item were less than or equal to 1.46%). In comparison, there was a range of between 9 and 238 responses for each goal in the students' open-ended responses. To accommodate these conditions, we performed independent samples t tests and examined whether there was a significant difference in the mean Likert-type goal scores between students who mentioned the same goal in their open-ended responses and those who did not. Mastery-avoidance goals were excluded because too few students mentioned them. Table 6 presents the results. No significant difference existed in the respective AGQ ratings between students who generated either mastery-approach or performance-avoidance goals in their openended responses. A marginally significant difference in the AGQ performance-approach goal scores was detected between students who produced a performance-approach goal and those who did not, t ϭ 1.85, p ϭ .066. In contrast, significant differences were observed in the GOALS-S ratings between students who mentioned a particular social-academic goal and those who did not. With the exception of the social responsibility goal, students rated the GOALS-S items significantly higher when these items corresponded to the social-academic goals that they wrote down as part of their open-ended responses (ts Ն 2.01, ps Ͻ .05).
Though not statistically significant, differences in the mean AGQ scores between the two groups of students were in the expected direction, with students who mentioned one or more achievement goals scoring higher on the respective AGQ subscale. One possible explanation for the lack of correspondence between the AGQ scores and students' open-ended achievement goal responses, therefore, is the lack of statistical power caused by the small sample size for mastery-approach (n ϭ 33) and performance-avoidance goals (n ϭ 29). Another possibility is that the AGQ items do not map student psychology with sufficient accuracy. The scale was originally developed for U.S. college students, so its poor performance in describing the achievement goals of Korean adolescent students may not be surprising. Whether this less-than-optimal performance in accounting for the open-ended achievement goal responses is an attribute of the AGQ or of achievement goal surveys in general remains to be seen.
Summary. The results were largely consistent with those of Studies 1 and 2 with one important difference. Two thirds of the performance goal responses made in reference to the immediate learning context related to ability validation goals, a concern likely triggered by the between-class ability grouping implemented in this school. Whereas the students' ratings of the Likert-type survey items embodied the difference in their open-ended social-This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
academic goals, these ratings did not reflect the difference in students' open-ended achievement goal responses.
General Discussion
Which Achievement Goal Is Most Salient?
The answer to this question varied depending on whether we considered future and present goals together or present achievement goals separately (see Supplemental Material 5 for a summary of the present results). When both types of goals were included, social status goals (Dowson & McInerney, 2003) consistently emerged with the highest frequencies in all three studies. Boekaerts et al. (2006) claimed that ". . . higher order goals are grounded in broad societal values, shared norms and beliefs, and sociocultural practices" (p. 37). Our findings are consistent with this assertion, given the strong and prevalent emphasis on educational attainment as a tool to achieve success in collectivistic Korean society (Bong, Kim, Shin, Lee, & Lee, 2008; Park & Kim, 2002) .
The picture changes dramatically, however, when the specificity of the responses is taken into account. Normative and social concerns, highly conspicuous among general and temporally distant goals, were not as evident in present classroom contexts. When describing their more immediate achievement goals, the students responded that they studied to gain knowledge; to improve ability; and because it was useful, interesting, and satisfying. Mastery goals (Midgley et al., 2000) or learning goals (Grant & Dweck, 2003) thus accounted for the overwhelming majority of the present achievement goal responses for all three groups of Korean adolescents surveyed in this research.
In comparison, the relative proportions of the different types of performance goals fluctuated considerably across the three studies. The respondents in Study 2 expressed outcome goals (Grant & Dweck, 2003) more commonly than did those in Studies 1 and 3. They also provided substantially more mastery goal responses compared to the participants in the other two studies. They were the only group of students in this research who were free of both extreme pressure and competition associated with high school admission and the fear of negative evaluation associated with ability grouping. The participants in Study 3, in contrast, mentioned ability validation goals (Grant & Dweck, 2003) far more frequently than did those in Studies 1 and 2, especially when describing their immediate concerns. They were the only group of students in this research who attended a school with between-class ability grouping. Our results thus corroborate the findings from classroom goal structure research (e.g., Ames & Archer, 1988; Roeser, Midgley, & Urdan, 1996) by demonstrating that the type of achievement goal students pursue depends heavily on the dominant culture in the achievement setting.
Which Achievement Goal Framework Is Most Representative?
Of the three achievement goal frameworks compared in this research, that of Grant and Dweck (2003) represented the largest proportion of student responses in all three studies. The unique feature that gives this framework an explanatory advantage is the provision of outcome goals. Many Korean middle school students mentioned that they studied to secure various imminent and distal outcomes, such as academic grades, school admission, jobs, and money. These results coincide with those of previous investigations conducted with adolescents in Australia (Mansfield, 2012) , Portugal (Lemos, 1996) , and the United States (Urdan, 2001) . The achievement goal framework of Grant and Dweck (2003) was also the only framework that addressed outcome, normative, and ability validation performance goals. This is in contrast with the framework of Elliot and McGregor (2001) , which defines performance goals more narrowly with a sole focus on normative competence. By doing so, the majority (between 73.4% and 79.7%) of students' present achievement goals was unaccounted for by this framework.
Overall, no achievement goal framework alone accounted for more than about half of the students' total responses. This level of performance is disappointing because these goal frameworks are arguably the most popular in the current literature. When we combined Grant and Dweck's (2003) achievement goal framework with Dowson and McInerney's (2003) social-academic goal framework, we were able to explain between 66.2% and 76.7% of all student responses. This improved explanatory performance provides support to the argument that students simultaneously This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
pursue abstract long-term goals and specific short-term goals (Boekaerts et al., 2006; Husman & Lens, 1999 ) because many of the social-academic goal responses referred to the future. We presume that these temporally distant goals possess less functional significance than context-specific achievement goals for student motivation and performance in specific achievement situations. However, this remains an empirical question.
How Salient Are Performance Goals and Mastery-Avoidance Goals?
When all goals were included, the normative (Study 1) and outcome goals (Study 2) of Grant and Dweck (2003) and the performance-approach goals (Study 3) of Midgley et al. (2000) were the most frequently cited achievement goals. Again, the salience of performance goals weakened considerably when only present-oriented goals were considered. Nonetheless, various performance goals still made up a sizable portion of student responses. Comparable findings were reported with students in Australia (Mansfield, 2012) and the United States (Urdan, Kneisel, & Mason, 1999) , indicating that the current results are not necessarily culture specific.
In contrast to performance goals, mastery-avoidance goals rarely appeared in the students' descriptions of the reasons for their achievement striving. Even though we were comparatively liberal in our classification of student responses into mastery-avoidance goals, given the relatively nascent nature of this goal, students rarely mentioned that they studied "to avoid misunderstanding or failing to learn course material" (Elliot & McGregor, 2001, p. 502) . The dearth of mastery-avoidance goal responses to the openended achievement goal question is in stark contrast to the mastery-avoidance goals clearly defined by responses to forcedchoice surveys (e.g., Bong, 2009; Elliot & Murayama, 2008) . Mastery-avoidance goals are presumed to be common among individuals who are perfectionists or who have reached their peak, but not among young children and adolescents who are still improving their competence (Elliot, 2005) . Our results support the latter proposition; future research should test the validity of the former.
How Could We Best Construe Performance Goals?
There was a distinct difference in performance goal profiles depending on the context under consideration. When only the present-oriented performance goals were examined, the desire to validate one's ability by demonstrating competence and concealing incompetence became most prominent. Students were eager to portray themselves in a positive light in the immediate learning environment because peers represented concrete targets to impress and to judge their self-worth against (Covington, 2009) .
Ability validation was a core constituent of performance goals in their original definition (Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Elliott & Dweck, 1988) but then lost its place in some recent reconceptualizations (e.g., Elliot & Murayama, 2008) . Grant and Dweck (2003) demonstrated that only ability goals, not normative goals, predicted vulnerability to failure (Study 4) and interacted with prior performance (Study 5). For students who had been performing well, strong ability goals predicted better subsequent performance; for those who had been performing poorly, strong ability goals meant poorer performance. We echo Grant and Dweck's (2003) proposal that achievement goal researchers should assess the components of performance goals separately and study their individual effects on student motivation and performance.
Do Students Simultaneously Pursue Multiple Achievement Goals?
A vast majority in all three groups of Korean adolescents reported only a single achievement goal, regardless of which achievement goal framework was used to classify the goals. This trend was most evident among achievement goals in the present context. It renders the debate on the relative benefit of adopting a single goal or multiple goals in the 2 ϫ 2 framework irrelevant because students do not appear to consider multiple achievement goals when they engage in achievement behavior in specific classroom situations. This does not mean that students do not pursue multiple goals at all. Many researchers have proposed various forms of multiple goals, distinguished by either goal hierarchy (Boekaerts et al., 2006; Carver & Scheier, 1998) or goal content (Ford, 1992) . The present results suggest that testing the concept of multiple goals as a combination of achievement goals and social goals will prove beneficial.
The students who did report more than a single goal as part of their future-oriented achievement goals generally listed goals that belonged to one of two combinations: mastery-approach goals with performance-approach goals or performance-approach goals with performance-avoidance goals. Of these two, the performanceapproach and performance-avoidance pair was more common, consistent with previous findings using Likert-type questionnaires (Bong, 2005; Pugh, Linnenbrink-Garcia, Koskey, Stewart, & Manzey, 2010; Senko & Harackiewicz, 2005) . In the terminology of the 2 ϫ 2 framework (Elliot & McGregor, 2001) , this means that goal definition (i.e., performance) functions as a stronger organizational scheme than goal valence (i.e., approach or avoidance).
This pattern begs the question as to why stable dispositional characteristics such as approach and avoidance motives do not exert a greater influence on student motivation than the definition of competence does. One rather obvious answer comes from the overlap in personality antecedents such as fear of failure (Elliot & McGregor, 2001 ). Another answer points to the characteristics of the learning environment. The mastery-performance distinction is more salient than the approach-avoidance distinction in the classroom (Linnenbrink-Garcia et al., 2012) . Still, the adoption of multiple goals was observed mostly in relation to future-oriented goals and rarely with those referring to specific classroom contexts. A renewed look at the relevance of the approach-avoidance distinction in achievement goals seems to be warranted.
How Salient Are Noncompetence Goals in Students' Achievement Striving?
The social-academic goal framework of Dowson and McInerney (2003) accounted for over 40% of the total responses in all three studies, coming second only to the Grant and Dweck (2003) framework. Of the various social-academic goals, social status goals appeared most frequently, followed by social approval and social responsibility goals. The desire for competence underlies social status goals, as superior academic competence permits ac-This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
cess to prestigious schools and better careers. Social approval and social responsibility goals are not as competence oriented. Rather, they appear to embody the influence of broader cultural and societal values and norms (Boekaerts et al., 2006; Dekker & Fischer, 2008) .
In particular, many Korean adolescent students looked to achieve either to make their parents happy, satisfied, and proud or to avoid parental pressure. A few expressed the desire to protect their parents from distress and disappointment. Between 22.5% (Study 3) and 65.9% (Study 1) of the participants across the three studies listed at least one parent-related reason. Korean parents are portrayed as selfsacrificing in regard to their children's education, and this perceived sacrifice means that their children often feel obligated to study diligently as a way of repaying the debt (Bong, 2008) .
For all three groups of Korean middle school participants, fulfilling one's dream was one of the most important reasons that they studied. A sizable number of them also gave responses that were neither social nor competence oriented, such as studying for their own happiness and well-being. Collectively, these goals may represent high-level construals (Trope & Liberman, 2003) , "be" goals (Carver & Scheier, 1998) , or intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985) , but not necessarily achievement goals because achievement goals represent current concerns in specific achievement settings (Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Grant & Dweck, 2003; Midgley et al., 2000) . Our research shows that these abstract, superordinate, and temporally distant goals are nonetheless salient in students' achievement-related thoughts. Husman and Lens (1999) argued that valued future goals create a strong motivational undertone, which leads individuals to adopt different achievement goals in the present learning environment. Future research can examine ways in which students combine these diverse goals in given learning situations.
Remaining Issues and Future Directions
Multiple groups of young Korean adolescents participated in this research to improve the external validity of the results. However, factors unique to Korea may still compromise the generalizability of the present findings to other cultures or countries. For example, Korean society greatly values educational attainment, owing to its Confucian heritage . Korean adolescents, as members of a collectivistic culture with a strong sense of obligation to significant individuals in their social network (Heine, 2001; Markus & Kitayama, 1991) , seek to please and recompense their parents with high academic achievement (Park & Kim, 2002) . Despite this, the literature unambiguously points to the culture in the immediate learning environment, rather than society in general, as the main determinant of student achievement goals (e.g., Ames & Archer, 1988; Meece, Anderman, & Anderman, 2006; Roeser et al., 1996; Wolters, 2004) . Further, although all three groups of participants were recruited from within Korea, the specific culture of the schools and classrooms in which they studied varied. We expect this heterogeneity to increase the applicability of the present findings to contexts outside Korea.
We asked students to list the most important "reasons" rather than "aims" for their achievement striving. It would be interesting to see if student responses differ in meaningful ways depending on how the achievement goal question is phrased. Nevertheless, we take note of Mansfield's (2012) finding that the responses were essentially identical whether the question was "why" students wanted to achieve or "what" they wanted to achieve. We remain cautiously optimistic, therefore, that the present results would remain valid even if researchers posed slightly different questions. We also asked "What are the reasons that you study?" rather than "What are the reasons that you study mathematics, science, English, or Korean?" Throughout this article, we have demonstrated how context specificity in student responses could generate noteworthy differences in the results. Asking achievement goal questions tailored to particular subject domains might produce important differences. In addition, the open-ended question we used ruled out the possibility that students did not study. By asking students why they studied, we prevented students from generating responses that were work avoidant. We note that work avoidance goals are not part of achievement goals per se. However, they may explain the achievement behavior of some students who desire to achieve with minimal effort.
Our research also offers several directions for future investigations. Given the substantial difference in the pattern of student achievement goals by ability tracking, it seems warranted that this feature receive systematic attention. Our choice of the AGQ (Elliot & McGregor, 2001) for the comparison of the open-ended responses to the ratings of Likert-type survey questions was guided by our expectation that all four goals in the 2 ϫ 2 framework would be sufficiently represented in the students' free responses. However, this was not the case according to the present results. We thus suggest that researchers should consider using other scales such as the PALS (Midgley et al., 2000) when testing similar questions for adolescent students.
The poor performance of Elliot and McGregor's (2001) framework in representing students' open-ended responses appears to owe, in part, to its narrower conceptualization of performance goals as strictly normative concerns. The development of the GOALS-S items has relied on both theory and interview responses from actual students (Dowson & McInerney, 2003) . Achievement goal surveys could benefit from adopting a similar procedure, which appears to have afforded the GOALS-S items the advantage of translating the abstract, theoretical characteristics of each goal into concrete statements that are also familiar to students.
Different methods sometimes tap different facets of psychological phenomena (e.g., Bargh, Gollwitzer, Lee-Chai, Barndollar, & Trötschel, 2001; McClelland, Koestner, & Weinberger, 1989) . The use of multiple methods in this research offered an opportunity to bring us closer to the true nature of achievement goals as represented in the minds of students as they think about their everyday pursuit of achievement. We believe that achievement goal research will continue to benefit from triangulation efforts in future investigations.
